Background {#Sec1}
==========

Many people in the developing world live in places that are characterized by unhealthy living circumstances. This is the case in the downstream areas of many rivers in Southeast Asia, where waste from the factories and people of the upper and lower parts of the river is accumulating, causing water pollution and house flooding: e.g. the Mekong and Red River Deltas in Cambodia and Vietnam, Manila bay, and the Mae Klong river in Thailand \[[@CR1]--[@CR6]\]. The Ciliwung river in Jakarta on the island of Java in Indonesia is an example of such a situation. The river is the largest among 13 rivers flowing through Jakarta, at approximately 130 km in length, with a catchment area of 390 square km. The Ciliwung river is heavily polluted with heavy metal concentrations such as lead (Pb) and zinc (Zn) \[[@CR6]--[@CR8]\], nitrate (NO3), human enteric viruses, and *Escherichia coli* \[[@CR9], [@CR10]\]. Moreover, it is frequently flooded, with its yearly peak occurring in January and February. When the floods hit, higher contaminations of viruses and bacterial indicators are found in the floodwaters \[[@CR11]\].

Notwithstanding these circumstances, at the time of this study, many people still lived next to the Ciliwung. Living in such a place with high health risks, inadequate infrastructure, unreliable water and electricity supplies, and regular floods, was often perceived by the inhabitants as an acceptably safe and normal part of everyday life \[[@CR12], [@CR13]\]. People used the river water for washing and defecating. The children played and swum with their playmates. The houses had bad sanitation and were overcrowded; cats and mice could be found frequently \[[@CR14], [@CR15]\]. Evidently, such living conditions were accompanied by increased risks of different diseases, such as fecal-oral contagion, infectious diseases, skin complaints, and diarrhea. Despite the conditions, the inhabitants were reluctant to move or to be relocated by the government to other parts of Jakarta where better living conditions were available. This apparent contradiction raises questions concerning their subjective health and quality of life, including life satisfaction and happiness.

As elsewhere, government plans have been implemented in Jakarta to improve the state of such rivers in order to prevent pollution and flooding. For the later evaluation of the impact of these plans upon the lives of the people involved, knowledge of their health status and quality of life is required. Hence the aims of the present investigation were: 1) to obtain data on the health status and quality of life of people living on the Ciliwung riverbank, and 2) to compare these features with those of: i) a matched control group consisting of people with similar demographic characteristics, ii) inhabitants of Jakarta in general, and iii) the norm scores for the general population of Indonesia. The comparison groups were chosen to identify: i) the potential contribution of the target group's specific living circumstances to their health status and quality of life; ii) how the group's results on these features compared to those of (a) the overall inhabitants of their metropolitan city Jakarta, and b) the Indonesian people in general.

Methods {#Sec2}
=======

Respondents {#Sec3}
-----------

We conducted the survey in Bukit Duri, an administrative urban village of South Jakarta city directly adjacent to the Ciliwung river. The population of Bukit Duri in 2015 consisted of 9233 families encompassing 32,679 subjects \[[@CR16]\]. Of these families, approximately 400 lived by the Ciliwung. The inclusion criteria for this group, which will be referred to as 'Ciliwung' in this manuscript, were the following: i) living by the Ciliwung river, ii) aged 17 years or more, iii) an adequate command of the Indonesian language Bahasa Indonesia. The interviewers were introduced by members of the non-profit organization 'Ciliwung Merdeka', which operates in the area. As no formal street plan existed, nor any detailed information about the number of inhabitants per house, respondents were invited after knocking on each door. Because of this sampling approach, it was difficult to count non-responders, as more than one person could have been living in a household. We were able to interview 204 respondents.

The data for the three comparison groups: the Indonesian general population (which will be referred to as 'general population'), Jakarta sample ('Jakarta'), and a comparable matched control group ('matched control') were selected from our larger study which focused upon the Indonesian general population, in which several questionnaires were tested in a face-to-face setting at the home/office of the interviewer or at the homes of the subjects \[[@CR17]\]. This larger study implemented a multi-stage stratified quota sampling procedure to ensure the sample's representativeness of the Indonesian general population, resulting in 1041 respondents being interviewed in the final analysis. The sample was similar to the Indonesian population with respect to: location (urban/rural), gender, age, level of education, religion, and ethnicity \[[@CR17]\]. For Jakarta as a comparison group, all respondents from the larger study who lived in Jakarta were included (*n* = 305). For the control group, we matched every respondent from the Ciliwung group with a respondent from the general population group with respect to their gender, age group, level of education, and monthly income. When there was more than one match for a respondent from of the Ciliwung population, a subject was randomly chosen from the possible matches.

Procedure {#Sec4}
---------

The study was approved by the Health Research Ethics Committee, YARSI University, Jakarta. We hired four final year bachelors' degree students at the YARSI University Faculty of Psychology as interviewers. All interviewers were trained by two of the authors at a half-day workshop concerned with the research project itself, the questionnaires, and the interview technique. The interviews were held at the homes of the respondents. Before they participated in the study, interviewers asked the respondents to read and sign informed consent forms. Respondents were encouraged to read the questionnaire by themselves, but if they had difficulty in reading: i.e. if they were illiterate, had low education levels, or eyesight problems, the interviewers would help them by reading aloud an item and asking them to indicate the answer in the questionnaire. Each respondent received a mug specifically designed for the study as a token of appreciation.

Measures {#Sec5}
--------

Background and demographic characteristics of each respondent were obtained utilizing a questionnaire including questions about the respondent's gender, age, ethnicity, education, religion, income, and marital status.

The health status of the respondents was measured by the official EQ-5D-5L Bahasa Indonesia version provided by the EuroQol Group. This translation of EQ-5D-5L was produced using a standardized translation protocol \[[@CR18]\] and has proven to be valid and reliable in many countries \[[@CR19]--[@CR22]\] including in Indonesian population samples \[[@CR23], [@CR24]\]. The EQ-5D-5L is a generic HRQOL instrument which consists of two parts: i) five dimensions (mobility, self-care, usual activities, pain/discomfort, anxiety/depression), each of which can take one of five responses (no problems, slight problems, moderate problems, severe problems, and unable/extreme problems), and ii) the EQ Visual Analogue Scale (EQ-VAS), which records the respondent's self-rated health on a 20 cm vertical visual analogue scale with endpoints labelled "the best health you can imagine" and "the worst health you can imagine" \[[@CR25]\].

Quality of life was measured by the Indonesian version of WHOQOL-BREF, which is an abbreviated 26-item version of WHOQOL-100 that assesses four major domains: physical, psychological, social relationships, and environment. Each item is rated using a 5-point Likert scale with varied wording on each scale depending on the item (for example 1 = very dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied). The scores are then transformed into a linear scale between 0 and 100, with 0 being the least favorable quality of life and 100 being the most favorable \[[@CR26], [@CR27]\]. The WHOQOL-BREF has been proved valid in a variety of contexts, and across many health conditions in many countries \[[@CR28]--[@CR32]\], including in Indonesia \[[@CR33]\]. In line with the manual of the English version of WHOQOL-BREF \[[@CR27]\] we chose to apply a time-frame of 4weeks, and our version was acknowledged by the WHO as the revised official Bahasa Indonesia version. We used the self-administered paper-based WHOQOL-BREF for this study. The Indonesian version of WHOQOL-BREF is available and has been proven as a valid and reliable questionnaire to be used in Indonesia \[[@CR33]\] .

In addition, we measured the respondents' personal happiness and life satisfaction. Personal happiness was assessed with the Happiness Thermometer, an 11-point scale for the assessment of happiness: during today, over the past month, and for life as a whole. The scale was graphically represented by 11 smileys presented horizontally, ranging from 0, represented by a 'sad smiley', to 5, represented by a neutral smiley, to 10, represented by a happy smiley. A similar measure showed good test-retest reliability, significant convergent validity coefficients, and the ability to distinguish small differences in happiness \[[@CR34]--[@CR36]\]. For this study's sample, the internal consistency of the Happiness Thermometer scale was 0.78.

Life satisfaction was assessed with Cantril's Self-Anchoring Striving Scale \[[@CR37]\]. Participants were presented an 11-step vertical ladder, where the bottom step was marked with 0, the worst life possible, and the last step with 10, the best possible life. Participants were asked to assess satisfaction with their life at three time-points: now, 5 years ago, and 5 years from now. This measure is frequently used in surveys such as the Gallup World Poll \[[@CR38]\]. The internal consistency of the Cantril's Self-Anchoring Striving Scale in the present sample was 0.74.

Finally, we were interested in how the people of Ciliwung, who lived in a poor area of Jakarta, perceived their family's financial situation given their relatively low incomes. We asked the following question: "We would like to know how you perceive your family's financial situation. On the scale below, which number is the best reflection of your family's financial situation now?" Then a 10-point horizontal VAS scale ranging from 0 ('the poorest you can imagine') to 10 ('the richest you can imagine') was presented for the respondents to choose.

The cultural adaptation of the questionnaires was conducted following guidelines from Guillemin \[[@CR39]\] which consist of: forward translation, backward translation, committee review, and pre-testing. The EQ-5D-5L and WHOQOL-BREF were available in Bahasa Indonesia versions, provided by the EuroQol Group and World Health Organization, respectively. The Happiness Thermometer and Cantril's Self-Anchoring Striving Scale were translated into Bahasa Indonesia by two native Indonesian speakers, backward translated into English by a native English speaker, and the study team held a meeting to check on the equivalence of the two translations. A pilot study of 46 inhabitants of Ciliwung was conducted to test the feasibility of the questionnaires and revision was subsequently undertaken based on the respondents' input. The inclusion of the family's financial situation scale was based on this pilot study.

Analysis {#Sec6}
--------

The demographic characteristics were described as percentages within the subgroups in each sample: i.e. gender, age group, education level, ethnicity, religion, monthly income and marital status. For the self-reported health profile obtained from EQ-5D-5L, we calculated the percentages of respondents for each level of each dimension. We then combined level 2 (slight problems) through to level 5 (unable/extreme problems) into 'any problems' and presented this along with level 1 (no problems). The proportions of the Ciliwung and the three comparison groups' respondents who reported any problems were compared using the Chi-square test. The EQ-5D-5L health states were converted into a single index score using the Indonesian value set \[[@CR17]\] and EQ-VAS was scored by transforming the 20 cm VAS into a 0--100 scale \[[@CR40]\]. Mean and standard deviation were calculated for each different domain of WHOQOL-BREF, and for visual analogue scales of perceived happiness, life satisfaction, and financial situation.

For the comparison between the Ciliwung sample and the three other groups of the domains of each variable: health status (EQ-VAS and index score), quality of life (physical, psychological, social relationships and environment domains from WHOQOL-BREF), personal happiness (today, over the past month, and whole life), life satisfaction (now, 5 years ago, and 5 years from now), and financial situation, we applied t-tests if the data was normally distributed or the Wilcoxon rank-sum test if not normally distributed. Normality was tested using the Shapiro-Wilk test. We also applied one-way MANOVA to test the difference between groups across each outcome variable's domains simultaneously: health status, quality of life, happiness, and life satisfaction. The groups - Ciliwung, matched control, Jakarta, general population - served as the predictors. Further multiple linear regression analysis was carried out to evaluate the group differences when controlling for socio-demographic variables: gender, age, education, monthly income, ethnicity, religion, and marital status. Additional multiple linear regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the group differences in the average scores of the three time-points on the Happiness Thermometer and on Cantril's Self-Anchoring Striving Scale when controlling for socio-demographic variables. *P* \< 0.05 was considered significant. To determine the magnitude of the differences we calculated the effect size using Cohen's d and applied the criteria from Cohen for the interpretation: 0.2--0.5 = small, 0.5--0.8 = medium, \> 0.8 = large difference \[[@CR41]\].

Results {#Sec7}
=======

Demographic characteristics of respondents {#Sec8}
------------------------------------------

As could be expected, the Ciliwung group did not differ from the matched controls in each of the demographic characteristics (see Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}). Compared to the general population and Jakarta samples, the Ciliwung group did not differ in age and gender. On the other hand, the group had on average a lower education, monthly income, and percentage of single/divorced persons compared to the general population and Jakarta samples. The majority of the Ciliwung group had a Batavian ethnic and Islam background, with similar percentages to the Jakarta group.Table 1Comparison of Demographic Characteristics of Ciliwung sample with matched control group, Jakarta group, Indonesian general population groupCharacteristicLevelCiliwung\
*N* = 204Matched control\
*N* = 204Jakarta\
*N* = 305General population\
*N* = 1041n%n%n%n%Age17--30 years8039.28039.210534.441239.631--50 years8843.18843.115149.543441.7\>  50 years3617.73617.74916.119518.7GenderMale10250.010250.013744.952150.1Female10250.010250.016855.152049.9Level of Education (highest)Primary school or lower7134.86833.37424.3^\*^33432.1High school12963.213264.719062.354652.4^\*^College/University42.042.04113.4^\*^16115.5^\*^Income/month (Euro)\< 500 K IDR (\< 30)10852.910852.99430.8^\*^50748.7500-2500 K IDR (30--150)6833.36833.310935.835434.02500-5000 K IDR (150--300)2612.82612.87925.9^\*^13012.55000-10,000 K IDR (300--600)21.021.0196.2^\*^403.8^\*^\> 10,000 K IDR (\> 600)00.000.041.3101.0EthnicityBatavian9948.53416.6^\*^10935.7^\*^11010.6^\*^Javanese5527.08139.7^\*^8226.943341.6^\*^Sundanese3919.13416.782.6^\*^19819.0Sumatran62.92512.3^\*^6421.0^\*^12912.48Other52.53014.7^\*^4213.8^\*^17116.4^\*^ReligionIslam20399.520399.5^\*^29295.7^\*^91187.5^\*^Christian10.510.5^\*^72.3999.5^\*^Others00.000.062.0^\*^313.0^\*^Marital StatusMarried15475.512862.7^\*^19664.3^\*^61959.5^\*^Divorced/Single5024.57637.3^\*^10935.7^\*^42240.5^\*\*^Difference of proportion between Ciliwung and corresponding groups: control, Jakarta, general population, statistically significant (*p*-value\< 0.05)

Comparison between groups {#Sec9}
-------------------------

Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"} shows that by comparison with the matched control group, the Ciliwung group had significantly lower scores for the physical domain of quality of life (WHOQOL-BREF) and 'feeling happy today'. However, the group scored significantly higher on life satisfaction for all three time points and perceived financial situation. Self-perceived health measured with EQ-5D-5L (EQ-VAS) showed the opposite direction to that measured by WHOQOL-BREF: Ciliwung respondents reported significantly higher (more favorable) scores than the matched control group. Note that most effect sizes were small, except that for the physical domain of WHQOL-BREF, which was moderate.Table 2Health status and quality of life of Ciliwung sample in comparison with groups: matched control, Jakarta, general populationAspectDimensionCiliwungMatched controlsJakartaGeneral populationMeanSDMeanSDES^a^MeanSDESMeanSDESHealth statusEQ-VAS81.7415.3978.85^\*^13.240.2077.50^\*^13.150.379.41^\*^14.030.16Index score0.910.150.910.110.000.900.120.090.910.110.01Quality of lifePhysical63.3111.5669.66^\*^10.600.5768.77^\*^11.230.4869.23^\*^11.500.52Psychological64.2414.8666.1413.690.1365.7712.770.1166.74^\*^12.890.19Social59.4814.7862.2514.90.1963.33^\*^14.280.2763.13^\*^14.410.25Environment53.6214.2155.9413.880.1758.02^\*^12.500.3358.49^\*^13.410.36HappinessToday6.752.287.26^\*^1.790.257.31^\*^2.050.267.35^\*^1.840.31Last month6.482.266.90^\*^1.980.207.09^\*^2.140.287.05^\*^1.940.28Whole life6.942.117.281.730.187.56^\*^1.860.327.37^\*^1.780.23Life satisfactionNow7.012.116.34^\*^1.840.346.51^\*^1.870.266.47^\*^1.890.285 years ago6.202.365.69^\*^2.030.235.882.180.145.79^\*^2.060.195 years later8.781.808.24^\*^1.760.318.50^\*^1.580.178.29^\*^1.710.29Financial conditionNow5.701.914.99^\*^1.730.395.451.530.155.23^\*^1.830.25^\*^Differences between Ciliwung mean and means of corresponding groups: matched control, Jakarta, general population, statistically significant (*p*-value\< 0.05)^a^Effect size based on Cohen's d

Compared to the Jakarta respondents, the Ciliwung group reported significantly lower scores on three quality of life domains (physical, social, and environmental**),** and on personal happiness for all time points. However, the group's scores on their perceived health status (EQ-VAS) and on their current and future life satisfaction, were significantly higher than the Jakarta group. The effect sizes were small in all comparisons.

A similar picture was shown when comparing the Ciliwung group and the general population: Ciliwung respondents scored lower on quality of life and happiness, but higher on health status (VAS), life satisfaction, and perceived financial situation. Most effect sizes were small, with the exception of that for the physical domain of WHQOL-BREF, which was moderate.

Exploring health status in more detail, the percentage of Ciliwung respondents who reported 'no problem' on all dimensions of EQ-5D-5L ('11111') was significantly higher than that of the comparison groups, as can be seen in Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}. When we looked at the proportions of 'any problems' (levels 2--5) reported per dimension, the Ciliwung group had significantly less anxiety/depression than each of the comparison groups. For the other four dimensions, the proportions of 'any problems' were similar.Table 3EQ-5D-5L Self-reported health profiles: four group samples (%)SampleMobilitySelf-CareUsual ActivityPain/DiscomfortAnxiety/DepressionReported '11111'^a^NNoAnyNoAnyNoAnyNoAnyNoAnyCiliwung20490.209.8097.062.9490.209.8064.2235.7884.3115.6955.39Controls20491.678.3398.531.4787.7512.2560.7839.2268.6331.37^\*^44.12^\*^Jakarta30588.5211.4798.361.6484.9215.0859.6740.3263.2836.72^\*^37.70^\*^General104192.037.9798.081.9289.1510.8660.6139.3966.0933.91^\*^43.70^\*\*^Difference between proportions of respondents in the specific dimensions between Ciliwung and corresponding group statistically significant (*p*-value\< 0.05)^a^Percentage of respondents who reported no problems (level 1) on all five dimensions of EQ-5D-5L

The MANOVA analysis demonstrated statistically significant differences between the Ciliwung group and the matched control group in quality of life and life satisfaction (Wilks lambda 0.915 and 0.965, respectively), but not in health status and happiness. Further, the Ciliwung group was significantly different from the other groups in each of the outcome variables (Wilks lambda between 0.936 and 0.986), with the exception of health status (where there was no significant difference with the general population).

When controlling for socio-demographic factors: i.e. gender, age, education, monthly income, ethnicity, religion, and marital status (see Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}), the outcomes were similar overall to those which were uncontrolled (see Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}). When we averaged the respondents' responses at the three different time points on the happiness and life satisfaction scales, the results were similar to those shown in Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}: the Ciliwung group was significantly different from the other groups in happiness and life satisfaction scores.Table 4Linear multiple regression coefficients for quality of life, health status, happiness, life satisfaction, and financial condition with groups and demographics as independent variablesLocationGender^a^AgeEducation^b^Income^c^Ethnicity^d^Religion^e^Marital status^f^ConstantCiliwungMaleMiddleHigh500-2500 K\> 2500 KSundaneseBatakneseBataviaOthersChristianOthersMarriedHealth StatusEQ-VASvs Control^g^2.88^\*^--------------------------78.85^\*^vs Jakarta5.81^\*^2.94^\*^−0.11^\*^−1.481.62− 0.642.91−6.31^\*^−4.84^\*^−7.22^\*^−4.239.27−5.48−1.6985.45^\*^vs General4.47^\*^2.26^\*^−0.10^\*^2.13^\*^5.39^\*^−1.741.562.18−3.38^\*^−5.27^\*^0.66−0.12−6.09^\*^0.8380.53^\*^Index scorevs Control0.001--------------------------0.912^\*^vs Jakarta0.025^\*^0.026^\*^−0.003^\*^−0.007− 0.0040.0080.032−0.044^\*^− 0.012− 0.029^\*^− 0.0160.0820.0140.029^\*^0.985^\*^vs General0.0100.024^\*^−0.002^\*^0.0010.009−0.0010.021^\*^−0.022^\*^− 0.035^\*^− 0.037^\*^− 0.0170.016−0.0340.024^\*^0.953^\*^Quality of lifePhysicalvs Control−6.36^\*^--------------------------69.66^\*^vs Jakarta−3.84^\*^2.32^\*^−0.10^\*^1.420.32−0.132.27−3.163.06−0.260.045.12−3.03−0.2969.34^\*^vs General−4.871.95−0.140.15−0.300.292.46−3.15^\*^0.48−1.600.851.27−1.540.2173.18^\*^Psychologicalvs Control−1.91--------------------------66.14^\*^vs Jakarta0.241.18−0.14^\*^− 0.08−3.642.756.74^\*^−1.012.43−1.660.571.96−6.500.7167.39^\*^vs General−0.851.81−0.111.010.850.404.19−2.70^\*^0.11−3.41^\*^1.201.89−4.251.1368.13^\*^Socialvs Control−2.78--------------------------62.26^\*^vs Jakarta− 2.761.59−0.081.142.23−0.154.28^\*^−0.420.960.830.300.891.791.8361.36^\*^vs General−3.071.91−0.112.633.93− 0.102.83−0.851.120.404.87^\*^1.08−5.51^\*^3.08^\*^61.23^\*^Environmentalvs Control−2.33--------------------------55.94^\*^vs Jakarta−2.24−0.02−0.081.381.55−0.135.54^\*^−1.474.17^\*^1.37−1.310.1010.260.3656.64^\*^vs General−3.27−0.42− 0.081.293.32−0.514.52−1.980.890.014.35^\*^1.522.73−0.7159.60^\*^HappinessTodayvs Control−0.51^\*^--------------------------7.26^\*^vs Jakarta−0.30−0.190.000.34−0.030.370.99^\*^0.250.320.01−0.10−0.600.90−0.286.98^\*^vs General−0.48^\*^− 0.21− 0.010.42^\*^0.52^\*^− 0.240.290.130.22−0.120.260.19−0.530.167.25^\*^Last monthvs Control−0.42^\*^--------------------------6.90^\*^vs Jakarta−0.53^\*^−0.14− 0.010.08− 0.090.280.450.620.580.170.15−0.230.630.296.70^\*^vs General−0.50^\*^−0.100.000.200.49^\*^−0.260.040.240.350.090.290.52^\*^−0.250.34^\*^6.69^\*^Whole lifevs Control−0.34--------------------------7.28^\*^vs Jakarta−0.47^\*^0.05−0.010.34−0.220.080.420.310.65^\*^0.03−0.020.180.77−0.117.27^\*^vs General−0.38^\*^−0.13− 0.010.45^\*^0.61^\*^−0.210.180.070.39^\*^0.050.220.06−0.680.197.11^\*^Life SatisfactionTodayvs Control0.68^\*^--------------------------6.34^\*^vs Jakarta0.64^\*^0.11−0.01−0.50^\*^−0.170.110.47−0.060.44−0.11−0.27− 0.630.200.106.76^\*^vs General0.62^\*^−0.140.000.34^\*^0.44^\*^−0.35^\*^0.090.51^\*^0.45^\*^0.090.68^\*^0.00−0.250.30^\*^6.02^\*^5 years agovs Control0.52^\*^--------------------------5.69^\*^vs Jakarta0.52^\*^0.17−0.02^\*^−0.54^\*^−0.25− 0.080.00−1.00^\*^0.520.15−0.18−1.090.32−0.066.81^\*^vs General0.34−0.060.000.35^\*^0.53^\*^−0.50^\*^−0.330.100.390.38^\*^0.29−0.040.090.095.54^\*^5 years latervs Control0.54^\*^--------------------------8.24^\*^vs Jakarta0.43^\*^−0.10−0.01−0.070.320.35^\*^0.230.210.150.180.540.25−0.80−0.198.54^\*^vs General0.51^\*^−0.10−0.010.55^\*^0.63^\*^−0.23^\*^−0.070.50^\*^0.45^\*^0.37^\*^0.70^\*^0.09−0.530.077.98^\*^FinancialFinancial situationvs Control0.71^\*^--------------------------4.99^\*^vs Jakarta0.48^\*^0.170.00−0.040.63−0.120.41−0.040.30−0.21−0.36− 0.381.19− 0.215.48^\*^vs General0.63^\*^−0.24^\*^0.000.72^\*^1.16^\*^0.000.57^\*^0.75^\*^0.63^\*^0.210.49^\*^0.000.580.044.46^\*\*^*p*-value \< 0.05^a^Female is the reference group^b^Basic education level: primary school and below is the reference group^c^Monthly income less than 500 K IDR is the reference group^d^Javanese is the reference group^e^Islam is the reference group^f^Single/divorced is the reference group^g^For comparison between Ciliwung and reference group, univariate linear regression was used

Discussion {#Sec10}
==========

Our findings are the first with respect to the quality of life and health status of people living in uncertainty due to floods, pollution, and possible relocation. These people lived on the banks of the Ciliwung river in Jakarta, Indonesia. A demographically-matched control group was utilized in the study. We found that the Ciliwung respondents reported lower quality of life on the physical domain but experienced higher health status (EQ-VAS) than the matched controls. Further, Ciliwung respondents perceived themselves as less happy but more satisfied with their lives than the controls. Their differences with the Jakarta and general population samples were comparable. In addition, they perceived themselves as richer than people living in Jakarta and the general population, although their actual incomes were lower.

The lower level of physical health in the Ciliwung group was understandable given the unhealthy environment. However, the better health status and life satisfaction compared to the other three groups, illustrated by a higher EQ-VAS score, fewer anxiety/depression problems and higher life satisfaction scores, was surprising considering the living environment, which was highly polluted and often flooded, the lower income, and the smaller houses. This finding also appears contradictory to a number of investigations of health status in general populations, e.g. in Indonesia \[[@CR42]\], Singapore \[[@CR43]\], Sri Lanka \[[@CR44]\], and South Australia \[[@CR45]\], where groups with lower education levels and incomes usually reported lower health status. It should be noted that there is no information from these studies on whether or not their general population respondents were living in polluted river areas. Moreover, the Ciliwung group life satisfaction score was higher than the average Indonesian score in the World Happiness Report 2017 published by the United Nations \[[@CR46]\]. Notwithstanding this, the people of the Ciliwung group reported themselves as being less happy compared to the three comparison groups, which was more in line with what we expected.

Several investigations reported that people living in poor and regularly flooded areas of Jakarta acknowledged that they faced many problems: e.g. poverty, lack of facilities, space limitations, and regular floods. All these problems put a severe burden on the inhabitants' health, emotional, security, and economic circumstances \[[@CR13], [@CR47], [@CR48]\]. However, the present study found positive outcomes in terms of better self-reported health status and life satisfaction regardless of their poor living conditions. Several possible explanations can be identified and are also mentioned in the literature, often based on qualitative research: adaptation, relative comparison**s**, and social capital. First, the people living on the banks of the Ciliwung river had learned to cope with certain life conditions; they considered the yearly floods as a normal part of everyday life to which they had become accustomed. These people knew what to do during floods, how to protect their belongings, and how to recover after a flood. As a close community, they developed physical (e.g. raising house levels) and non-physical (a communal work system to minimize the effect of a flood, the re-use of surviving material after a flood) responses to floods, in other words, they became resilient \[[@CR12], [@CR47]--[@CR49]\]. Second, the Ciliwung respondents might have been comparing their life situations with those of their nearest neighbors, with similar low levels of income and life conditions, which might have prevented them from becoming envious, whilst the comparison group respondents might have had a broader range of incomes in their neighborhoods. Third, these people had lived there for generations amongst those they had known for life, often with similar ethnicity and religion. They knew their neighbors, which meant: they could depend upon them in times of distress, they had quick access to formal and informal job opportunities, and support in times of lifecycle events such as marriage, sickness, and death \[[@CR12], [@CR49]\]. Moreover, they developed community-based organizations that helped them to organize both formal and informal strategies to cope with the uncertainty of policies concerning eviction and yearly floods \[[@CR50]\]. This 'social capital' might have raised their levels of life satisfaction. Some members of the community who succeeded in improving their economic situation and relocated to a middle-class neighborhood returned after a short time because they: (i) missed the strong social cohesion amongst their former neighbors, (ii) realized that the cost of living in their poor former community was cheaper than in their new neighborhood, and (iii) acknowledged the advantage of the strategic location of their previous neighborhood \[[@CR49]\].

Several limitations of this study should be considered. First, the data was collected at a time of escalation of tension between the people of Kampung Pulo and the government of Jakarta, i.e. in the area across the river from Bukit Duri, concerning the possibility of relocation to some large blocks of flats provided by the Jakarta government. The plan was to relocate people from Bukit Duri who lived on the riverbank after the relocation of Kampung Pulo was finished. Remarkably, this did not lead to an increased prevalence of reported anxiety or depression compared with the other groups. Indeed, it is also difficult to judge if and how the possibility of relocation in the near future may have had an impact on the respondents' subjective well-being. In the event, a month after completion of the data collection, the inhabitants of Bukit Duri received a final letter from the government announcing the exact date of their relocation, which was realized several months later. Their former homes were demolished in order to improve the river's condition.

Second, respondent recruitment might raise questions about the objectivity/representativeness of the study sample since we asked non-governmental organization officers to introduce us to the community. This might have entailed some bias in terms of interdependent data collection. However, we matched the proportions of the Bukit Duri population with respect to gender, age, and level of education with a control group. As can be seen in Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}, we succeeded in constructing a representative sample.

Implications {#Sec11}
============

Our results have some implications for future studies. During the writing of this manuscript, the relocation of the respondents living on the banks of the Ciliwung river in Bukit Duri to large blocks of flats was accomplished by the government of Jakarta. Considering the findings of lower levels of physical health and happiness of the Ciliwung respondents, relocation to a better living environment might be expected to have improved these aspects of their life. However, it would be interesting to follow up whether living in large blocks of flats, which from a distance might be considered as providing better living conditions, would indeed affect health status and life satisfaction in a positive way. Furthermore, it would be interesting to find out if and how these changes: geographic location, living conditions, and dwelling in flats instead of houses, would impact upon the dynamic inter-relationships within the community, their social capital, and community resilience. Future studies combining quantitative and qualitative methods could obtain a comprehensive picture of the effects of relocation on the people involved. A quantitative study could be undertaken by repeating the measurement of HRQOL in the current research population with respect to happiness, life satisfaction, and perceived economic circumstances in their new living environment and to compare these data with the previous data before their relocation. A qualitative study could be accomplished by utilizing in-depth interviews and observations of the respondents, focusing on their experiences of being relocated. Results from the present and future studies could be used by government, local and national, when developing policies related to people living in unhealthy areas, such as on the riverbank of a polluted river.

Conclusion {#Sec12}
==========

People living on a polluted and flooding riverbank in a large city showed a lower quality of life, particularly physical, and fewer feelings of happiness, than a comparable group that did not live there. The differences were small overall. Moreover, the people living on the riverbank perceived themselves to be better in terms of health status in general, life satisfaction, and financial situation. Hence the relocation to better housing and an improved environment might be expected to improve their physical health and quality of life, but not necessarily their satisfaction with life and the perception of their financial circumstances.

EQ-5D-5L

:   Five-level EuroQol five-dimensional questionnaire

QoL

:   Quality of life

WHOQOL-BREF

:   World Health Organization Quality of life BREF
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